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REMARK S 

The Examiner rejected claim. 35, 58-68 and 71 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, as 
allegedly failing to comply with the written description requirement. 

The Examiner rejected claims 33, 68 and 74 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as 
allegedly being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The Examiner rejected claims 23 and 32 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson (U.S. Patent 4,747,897) in view of JP 02145335 (See also the English 
abstract for JP 02145335). 

The Examiner rejected claims 25 and 33 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson and JP 02145335 as applied to claims 23 and 32 above, and further in 
view of either the admitted prior art (Specification pages 1-3 and page 8, lines 10-13) or Swci at 

al (U.S. Patent 5,374,453). 

The Examiner rejected claim 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson and JP 02145335 as applied to claims 23 and 32 above, and further in view of Abe 

et al (U.S. Patent 4,495,017). 

The Examiner rejected claim 58, 59, 61 and 66 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Johnson in view of IBM ("Computer-Controlled Optical Testing of 

High-Density Printcd-Circuit Boards"). 

The Examiner rejected claims 60 and 62 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson and IBM as applied to claims 58, 59, 61 and 66 above, and further in 
view of JP 02145335. 

The Examiner rejected claim 63 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson, IBM, and JP 02145335 as applied to claims 60 and 62 above, and further in view 
of Sanjnna ct al (U.S. Patent 4,590,539) and optionally Abe et al 

The Examiner rejected claim 64 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson and IBM as applied to claims 58, 59, 61 and 66 above, and further in view of 
Satijana et al and optionally either Abe et al or JP 02145335 or both. 

The lixaminer rejected claim 65 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
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over Johnson and IBM as applied to claims 58, 59, 61 and 66 above, and further in view of Abe 

ei al and optionally JP 02L45335. 

The Examiner rejected claims 67 and 68 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson and IBM as applied to claims 58, 59, 61 and 66 above, and further in 
view of either the admitted prior art or Swei et al. 

The Examiner rejected claims 69 and 72 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson in view of Sanjana et at. and optionally cither Abe et al. or JP 
02145335 or both. 

Tho Examiner rejected claim 70 under 35 U.S.C. ft 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson, Sanjana et al, optionally Abe et al, and optionally JP 021 45335 as applied to 
claims 69 and 72 above, and further in view of JP 02145335. 

The Examiner rejected claim 71 under 35 U.S.C. $ 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson. Sanjana * al, optionally Abe etaU and optionally JP 02145335 as applied to 
claims 69 and 72 above, and further in view of Abe et al. 

The Examiner rejected claims 73 and 74 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson, Sanjana at al, optionally Abe et al, and optionally JP 02145335 as 
applied to claims 69 and 72 above, and further in view of either the admitted prior art of Swei et 
al. 

Applicant"; respectfully traverse the § 1 1 2 and § 1 03 rejections wi th the following 
arguments. 



09/781,730 



PAGE 9/22 ' RCVD AT 7/21/2005 2:25:24 PM [Eastern DayGght Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/26 ' DMSOTOO* CSID: ' DURATION (mm-s$):1446 



JUL-21-05 THU 01:58 PM FAX NO. P. 



The Examiner rejected claims 35, 58-68 and 7 1 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, as 
allegedly failing to comply with the written description requirement. 

The Examiner argues: ''Claims 35, 65, and 71 require "solvent having a molecular weight 
not exceeding the molecular weight of methyl ethyl ketone". It is unclear where in the 
specification this limitation is disclosed, it being noted the specification docs disclose the 
specific use of methyl ethyl ketone as the solvent (Page 9, line 23)." 

In response, Applicants have amended claims 35, 65, and 71 to eliminate the phrase 
placing a limitation on the molecular weight of the solvent. Instead, the solvent comprising 
melhyl ethyl ketone is claimed, which the Examiner acknowledges is supported in the 
specification. 

The Examiner argues: "Claim 58 requires "the contrasting dye facilitates a visual contrast 
in the visible portion of the electromagnetic spectrum between the conductive layer and the 
fluoropolymcr matrix". It is unclear where in the specification this limitation is disclosed, it being 
noted the specification docs disclose the use of "contrasting pigment" as opposed to "contrasting 
dye". However, the specification docs not disclose that cither a dye or pigment is required to be 
visible in the visible portion of the electromagnetic spectrum, and furthermore, dyes and 
pigments are not required to be visible and may be transparent, i.e. not visible in the visible 
portion of the electromagnetic spectrum (See column 5, lines 16-19 of Kaye U.S. Patent 
3,713,870 as exemplary of the use of transparent dye and/or pigment)." 

' Jn response, Applicants have amended claim 58 to delete language pertaining to the 
visible portion of the electromagnetic spectrum and to instead more closely track the language of 
the specification, page 10, lines 8-11. 

Based on the preceding arguments, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of 
claims 35, 58-68 and 71 under 35 U.S.C §112, first paragraph be withdrawn. 
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35 U. S.C. §U2. Second Pa raiitimll 

The Examiner rejected claims 33, 68 and 74 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as 
allegedly being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The Examiner argues: "Claims 33, 68, and 74 ... require "liquid inorganic particles". It is 
unclear what is required by a liquid particle." 

In response, Applicants have amended 33, 68 and 74 to clarify the invention in 
consistency with the specification, page 8, lines 4-9. 

Based on the preceding arguments. Applicants respectfully request that die rejection of 
claims 33, 68, and 74 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph be withdrawn. 
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3g_lLS.C. SI 03(a) 

The Examiner rejected claims 23 and 32 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson (U.S. Patent 4,747,897) in view of JP 02 145335 (See also the Enghsb 

abstract for JP 02145335). 

The Examiner rejected claims 25 and 33 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson and JP 02145335 as applied to claims 23 and 32 above, and further in 
view of either the admitted prior art (Specification pages 1-3 and page 8, lines 10-1 3) or Swei et 

al. (U.S. Patent 5,374,453). 

The Examiner rejected claim 35 under 35 U.S.C. ft 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson and JP 02145335 as applied to claims 23 and 32 above, and further in view of Abe 

et al. (U.S. Patent 4,495,017). 

The Examiner rejected claim 58, 59, 61 and 66 under 35 U.S.C. ft 103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Johnson in view of IBM ("Computer-Controlled Optical Testing of 
High-Density Printcd-Circuit Boards"), 

The Examiner rejected claims 60 and 62 under 35 U.S.C. «103(a) a, allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson and IBM as applied to claims 58, 59, 61 and 66 above, and further in 
view of JP 02145335. 

The Examiner rejected claim 63 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson, IBM, and JP 02145335 as applied to claims 60 and 62 above, and further in view 
of Sflnjana et al. (U.S. Patent 4,590,539) and optionally Abe et al. 

The Examiner rejected claim 64 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson and IBM as applied to claims 58, 59, 61 and 66 above, and further in view of 
Sanjana et al. and optionally either Abe et al or JP 02145335 or both. 

The Examiner rejected claim 65 under 35 U.S.C. ftl 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson and IBM as applied to claims 58, 59, 61 and 66 above, and further in view of Abe 

et al. and optionally JP 021 45335. 

The Examiner rejected claims 67 and 68 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson and IBM as applied to claims 58, 59, 61 and 66 above, and further in 
view of cither the admitted prior art or Swei et al. 
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The Rumlnc* rejected claims 69 and 72 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson in view of Sanj ana,/ al and optionally either Abe etal or JP 
02145335 or bolh. 

The Rxaminer rejected claim 70 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson, Sanjana et „/., optionally Abe et oU and optionally JP 02145335 as applied to 
claims 69 and 72 above, and further in view of JP 021 45335. 

The Rxaminer rejected claim 71 under 35 U.S.C. * 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Johnson, Sanjana et al, optionally Abe et al, and optionally JP 02145335 as applied to 
claims 69 and 72 above, and further in view of Abe et al. 

The Examiner rejected claims 73 and 74 under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Johnson, Sanjana et al, optionally Abe et al , and optionally JP 021 45335 as 
applied to claims 69 and 72 above, and further in view of cither the admitted prior art of Swei et 

al 

Applicants respectfully contend that independent claims 23, 58, and 69 are not 
unpatentable over Johnson in view of the cited secondary references, because Johnson in view of 
the cited secondary references does not teach or suggest the feature: "providing a non-fibrillatcd 
fluornpolymcr matrix having particles therein" (emphasis added). 

Applicants next discusses the following topics to explain why the preceding feature of 
claims 23, 58, and 69 distinguishes Johnson in view of the cited secondary references: 

1. Meaning of "Non-Fibrillatcd" 

2. Meaning of "Non-Fibrillatcd Matrix" 

3. Johnson Docs Not Teach or Suggest A Non-Fibrillatcd Fluoropolymer Matrix 

4. It is Not Obvious to Modify Johnson To Include A Non-lribrillated Fluoropolymcr Matrix 

^4 t ,flnjrur "Nnn-Fihrillatofr 

While there arc many issued patent which discuss "fibrillated" and "non-fibrillalcd" 
compositions, the specifications of these issued patents generally do not formally define, or 
clearly explain the meaning of, "fibrillatcd" and «non-ubrillatcd''. Similarly, Applicants' 
speei llcation clearly specifics the use of a non-fibriUated fluoxopolymerb.it docs not define "non- 
09/78 1,730 12 
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fibrillated". 

In order to ascertain the meaning "non-fibrillatcd" in the claims being examined, 
Applicants cite dictionary definitions, followed by a citation of an issued patent that does indeed 
define "non-fibrillatcd" and related words. 

The root of fibrillated is "fibril", and "fibril" is defined in various dictionaries as follows: 

1) "a small thread or fiber" (Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary 308 (2d ed. 1958)); 

2) "a small slender fiber, as a root hair" (The American Heritage Dictionary 500 (2d. cd 1982)); 

Applicants next cite, in Table 1 infra, United Stales Patent 5, 683,844 issued Nov. 4, 
1997 to Maramino (hereinafter, "Mammino"), which recites as follows in Mammino, col. 6, lines 
7-16: 

Table 1 . — 



"The term "fiber" refers, for example, to any particles which exhibit geometries and 
appennnce characteristics which provide fibrils, tendrils, tentacles, thrcadlets, ligaments, hairs, 
bristles, whiskers, or the like structures. 

The term "fibril" refers, for example, to a small, slender fibrous particle, with an average 
diameter of about 0.01 microns to about 25 microns, and an average length of about 1 micron 
to about 3,125 microns. 

The term "fibrillation" refers, for example, to the forming of libers or fibrils. 

The term " fibrillated" refers, for example, generally to any surface having * fiber or fibers 
thereon. Thus, a surface such as a coated carrier particle having a coaling thereover and upon 
suitable abrasive treatment as illustrated herein, produces a fibrillatcd or fibrous carrier 
surface. Tn other embodiments, of the present invention, there can be included in the 
thermoplastic resin overcoating a fibrillatcd^r material, that is, a fibrous particulate 
material having still other fibers, typically smaller fibers, extending from the surface ot 
individual fibers." 
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Both the dictionary definitions and Mammino teaches that the scope of "fiber" includes 
••fibril", and that "fibril" is a species of "fiber" in which the fiber is very small (i.e., about 0.01 
microns to about 25 microns in diameter). In addition, Mammino teaches that "fibrillation- 
refers, for example, to the forming of fibers (or fibrils since fibril is within the scope of fiber). 

The next question concerns what "non-fibrillated" material is, which is what claims 23, 
58, and 69 actually recite. Mammino, col. 6, lines 17-27 answers this question with the 
following recitation, in Table 2 infra. 



Table 2. 



"Fibiillatcd nnd non-fibrillated fibers and resin materials are known in the art, reference for 
example, U.S. Pat. Nos. 5,405,923 which discloses suspension polymerization processes for 
preparing non-fibiillatablc porytclrafluoroclhylcne particles which arc irregular, fibrous, 
and coarse; 4,883,71 6 which discloses the known tendency of dispersion derived 
potytctrafluorocthyleno to fibrillate upon intimate particle contact; 4,729,921 and 4,698,267 
which disclose characterization and control of fibrillation in aramid fibers; and 4,410,586 
which discloses reinforcing polymer matrices with fibers, to form films and fibrillatcd films." 



The preceding recitation in Mammino indicates that a non-fibrillated fiber material is 
particulate in structure (i.e., "particles which are irregular, fibrous, and coarse"). The "fiber" in 
"non-fibrillated fiber material" refers to the fibrous nature of the particles and not to an actual 
fiber. In contrast, fibrillated material includes actual fibers as explained supra. 

lv/T^ino . nf <c Nnn-Fibrilla tcd Matrix" 

While mere arc many issued patent which discuss "matrix polymers", me specifications 
of these issued patents generally do not formally define, or clearly explain the meaning of, 
"matrix" or "matrix polymer". Similarly, Applicants' specification clearly specifies the use of a 
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non-fibrillRtod fluoropolymer matrix but docs not define "matrix". 

In order to ascertain the meaning "matrix" in the context of a non-fibrillatcd 
fluoropolymer, Applicants cite , in Table 3 infra, United States Patent 5, 514,231 issued May. 7, 
19% to Thomas (hereinafter, "Thomas"), which recites as follows in Thomas, eol. 4, lines 54-60: 



Tabic 3, 



"Thus there is produced a cylinder of n<»/ f -^«/ W micropoi-ous PTFE, in which the nodes 
of material merge or fuse into one another to define a matrix of pores which, in any cylindrical 
surface within the material and centred about the central longitudinal axis of the cylinder, arc 
of uniform size and are uniformly distributed in that surface and in any concentric surface." 



The preceding recitation in Thomas indicates that "matrix" is identified with a 
distribution of nodes within the distribution of the PTFlz polymer. The fact that the matrix 
comprises non-fibrillatcd PTFE implies that a non-fibrillatcd matrix does not include fibers as 
part of the matrix itself. This is consistent with the teachings of Tsui and Hah, who states that 
"in actual composites, fibers arc completely surrounded by the matrix", indicating that the fibers 
exists as distinct from the matrix but yet embedded within the matrix. See Tsai, S.W. and 1 l.T. 
Ilntm, "Introduction to composite Materials", pages 392-393 , Tcchnovic Publishing Co., Inc. 
(included herewith as Appendix A), 

JitoJinoc^piTe^^ 

Johnson docs not teach or suggest use of a non-iibrillaled fluoropolymer matrix. To the 
contrary, Johnson teaches fluorocarbons as being comprised by fibers of a fabric that is 
impregnated by thcrmoset resins. Sec, e.g., Johnson, col. 4, lines 1 7-20. 

Tt is also striking that the fibers of Johnson bear no resemblance to non-fibrillated 
material . For example, Johnson teaches that the fluorocarbon fibers arc "treated" under 
longitudinal tension to prevent shrinking and also to facilitate impregnation by liquid 
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thermosetting resin. Sec Johnson, col. 4, linos 36-49. 
Uj^ojOb^^ 

An objective of Johnson's invention is "to provide dielectric materials having a dioleetrie 
constant below 3.5 at . megahertz" (see Johnson, eol. 4, lines 24-25), which Johnson achieves by 
using fluorocarbon fibers within a thermosetting cpoxy resin to achieve a composite dielectric 
constant of 2.6 (see Johnson, col. 4), wherein the epoxy resin by itself has a dielectric constant of 
3.4 (see Johnson, col. 2, lines 1-5. Johnson explains in the Background section that it is known 
in the art to use a laminated composite comprised of fiberglass fabric impregnated with 
fluorocarbon resins, resulting in the laminated composite have a dielectric constant of 
approximately 2.5 at 1 megahertz, (sec Johnson, col. 2, lines 5-10). 

However, Johnson tenches away from use of such laminated composites due to material 
handling problems and loss of dimensional stability (see Johnson, col. 2, lines 10-15). Johnson 
solves the problem with the fluorocarbon fibers in a manner that is unique to the industry, See 
Johnson, eol. 5, lines 9-17 ("This unique process of impregnating specially treated fluorocarbon 
fabrics with thermosetting resin has resulted in unique products which exhibit a dielectric 
constant below 3.5 and retain the processing and handling advantages of thermosetting resins. It 
is the only known method of fabricating homogeneous, void free, multilayer printed circuit 
boards having a uniform dielectric constant, being always below 3.5 at 1 megahertz.")- 

Thus, the fluorocarbon fibers arc an essential aspect of Johnson's invention, and it is 
accordingly not obvious to modify Johnson to incorporate fluorocarbon material through use of a 
non-fibrillated fluoropolymer matrix. 

Based on the preceding arguments, Applicants respect Ailly maintain that claims 23, 58, 
and 69 arc not unpatentable over Johnson in view of the cited secondary references, and that 23, 
58, and 69 and are in condition for allowance. Since the remaining pending claims each depend 
from claim 23, 58, or 69, Applicant* respectfully maintain that the remaining pending claims are 
likewise in condition for allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

Bascd on the preceding arguments, Applicants respectfully believe (hat all pending claims 
and the entire application meet the acceptance criteria for allowance and therefore request 
favorable action. If Iho Examiner believes that anything further would be helpful to place the 
application in better condition for allowance, Applicants invites the Examiner to contact 
Applicants' representative at the telephone number listed below. The Director is hereby 
authorized to charge and/or credit Deposit Account 09-0457. 



Date: *7 A 1 h *°r 



Schmciscr, Olscn & Watts 
3 Lear Jet Lane, Suite 201 
Ulhnm, New York 12110 
(518) 220-1850 



Jack P. Friedman 
Registration No. 44,688 
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